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I would just say this, since you raised that
question—and then I have to let these Mem-
bers of Congress go, and Mr. Casserly and
Secretary Riley will go out and talk more
about the education report—but what I
would hope is that what we’re going through
here would prompt the majority in Congress
to work with us on some longer term strate-
gies on which we ought to be able to agree.

We are very close to the development of
very high mileage vehicles with fuel cells, al-
ternative fuels, blended fuels. We are within
sight of cracking the chemical mystery of the
conversion of biomass to fuels at a ratio that
would make it—change the whole future of
this issue. Right now it takes 7 gallons of gas-
oline to make 8 gallons of ethanol or any
other biomass fuel, but the chemists believe
they can get the conversion down to one gal-
lon of gasoline for 8 gallons of fuel. When
that happens, then all of you will drive to
work every day with the equivalent of 500
miles a gallon. And this will be a very dif-
ferent world. We will be living in a different
world when that happens.

And we ought to be investing money in
that. There are technologies available today
off the shelf that pay out in 2 years or less
that would permit us to dramatically reduce
energy consumption in homes, offices, and
factories all over America. We ought to give
people a tax break to buy them, and we ought
to do it now. We ought to create a market
that will move quickly to a very different en-
ergy future that will actually grow the econ-
omy faster.

So you know where—we differ over—and
there are some production incentives we
could adopt now that we agree on. The most
significant difference we have I think is over
whether there should be drilling in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. And that’s an issue
that’s being debated in the election; the
American people can draw their own conclu-
sions. I think we’re right. They think they’re
right. They can hear the debate. But that
should not be an excuse to walk away from
the long-term elements of an energy strategy
that I’ve been trying to pass for more than
2 years, that we can do today, at very modest
cost and enormous return.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 11:27 a.m. in the
Rose Garden at the White House. In his remarks,
he referred to Michael D. Casserly, executive Di-
rector, Council of Great City Schools; President
Slobodan Milosevic of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro); Chairman
Yasser Arafat of the Palestinian Authority; and
Prime Minister Ehud Barak of Israel.
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Thank you very much. Thank you for the
wonderful welcome. Thank you, President
Shapiro, for your distinguished leadership
here and the vital work you did during the
course of our common Presidencies. It oc-
curred to me that this might be the only place
in America where people thought Woodrow
Wilson got a demotion when he was elected
President of the United States. [Laughter]

Thank you, Dean Rothschild. And thank
you, Ruth Miller, for putting off your retire-
ment so I could come here today. I want
to thank Professor Sean Wilentz for putting
on this conference and for his many acts of
generosity and kindness and support for our
efforts over the last 8 years.

I’d like to thank the Congressman from
Princeton, Representative Rush Holt, for
coming here. Thank you. I know this is not
really a political event, but I can’t help noting
that Rush Holt is the only bona fide scientist
in the Congress, and Lord knows, we need
at least one.

Another Member of Congress wanted to
come here today, Senator John Edwards
from North Carolina, a good friend of mine,
whose daughter Katherine is in the freshman
class. And I promised to give his excuses to
his daughter and the rest of you, but they
are voting in the Senate today. And part of
the Progressives’ tradition is showing up.
[Laughter] And so he’s showing up down in
Washington.

And I thank you, Katharine Strong Gilbert,
for giving me this Whig-Clio Award.

You know, James Madison is a very impor-
tant figure to every American and every
President who cares, in particular, about the
framework and history of the Constitution.
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But it’s interesting to me that he actually par-
ticipated in debates here in the 18th century,
including one with Aaron Burr, where Madi-
son was the Whig and Burr was the Clio.
It was that debate that produced a memo-
rable line that is too often attributed to me:
The era of Whig Government is over.
[Laughter]

I must say, when I first saw the program
for this conference I felt some ambivalence.
The student in me wanted to come here and
stay for the whole thing. But the politician
in me wondered what in the living daylights
I was doing here. I’m supposed to lead off
a group of people whose books I have read,
who know more about the subject I’m sup-
posed to address than I ever will.

I can say that I had some unique experi-
ence in carrying on the Progressive tradition.
I always felt that the work we did the last
8 years made us the heir of Theodore
Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson—Al Gore
and me, our entire administration. And I
have a fascination with that period of history.

I own a lot of Theodore Roosevelt’s books
in the first edition, including a fascinating ac-
count of how he organized the Rough Riders.
I’ve also got a wonderful book that Owen
Wister, the writer of westerns, wrote about
his friendship with Theodore Roosevelt,
when, like many of you, they were under-
graduates together at Harvard. The other day
I acquired Joseph Tumulty’s book—he was
Woodrow Wilson’s private secretary—about
his relationship with President Wilson, both
as Governor and as President. It’s a fas-
cinating account of the time, by someone
who was admittedly biased, but still had a
unique perspective.

So I’ve thought a lot about this period. And
I suppose as a politician, I should give myself
the leeway of quoting Theodore Roosevelt,
who said in his speech on the new nation-
alism, ‘‘I do not speak merely from a histor-
ical standpoint. It is of little use for us to
pay lip service to the mighty men of the past,
unless we sincerely endeavor to apply those
qualities to the problems of the present.’’

It is in that spirit that I would like to say
a few words today, about the Progressive tra-
dition, about what it means for today and
how it is part, I believe, of a larger ongoing
debate in American history about the whole

idea of America. What does the Nation
mean? What does it mean to be an Amer-
ican?

The Progressives thought we could only
keep faith with the past by keeping faith with
the future. Their time had much in common
with ours, and therefore, our responsibilities
have much in common with theirs, to pre-
serve what is enduring but to adapt our Na-
tion time and again to what is new.

Woodrow Wilson said, ‘‘It behooves us
once again to stand face to face with our
ideals, to renew our enthusiasm, to reckon
again our duties, to take fresh views of our
aims, and fresh courage for their pursuit.’’
These words ring with relevance for your
time. Not simply because we stand at the
dawn of a new century, as Wilson and
Roosevelt did, but because this time, like
theirs, is characterized by swift and stunning
change.

Like the industrial revolution, this infor-
mation revolution is a true seismic shift. It
alters forever the way we work, live, relate
to each other and those beyond our borders.
The consequences of the digital chip, nano-
technology, the Internet, and the sequencing
of the human genome will be every bit as
profound, if not more profound, than those
of the telephone, the assembly line, and the
vast migration of Americans to the cities and
the opening of America to its first great wave
of immigrants.

But these are only the most obvious par-
allels between the Progressive Era and what
I call this time, the last time I came to Prince-
ton, a new Progressive era. I also believe in
a larger sense the Progressive Era and this
time represent two of the five pivotal points
in American history, when we have been
called upon to reaffirm and to redefine not
just the role of Government for new times
but the very idea of the American Nation.
That debate has gone on from the beginning.

First there was the debate which George
Washington, Alexander Hamilton, and John
Marshall won over Thomas Jefferson and his
friends, about whether we were pre-
eminently going to be one Nation, or a just
a little bit stronger confederation of States.
I have to say out of deference to Mr.
Jefferson that after he became President, I
suspect he was glad he lost the argument,
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as he sent out Lewis and Clark, imposed the
infamous embargo, and bought Louisiana,
which at the time cost the equivalent of one
full year’s budget of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Can you imagine what would happen if I
came to the Congress and said—[laughter]—
‘‘Have I got a deal for you.’’ [Laughter] ‘‘Just
$1.9 trillion. What difference does it make?’’
[Laughter]

The second great debate we had about the
idea of the Nation occurred obviously in the
days leading up to and during and imme-
diately after the Civil War, when Abraham
Lincoln saved the Union by moving it closer
to the true ideals of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence and, as Gary Wills has so brilliantly
argued, literally redefining the Constitution
closer toward those ideals in the Gettysburg
Address.

The third great point was in the Progres-
sive Era, when Woodrow Wilson and
Theodore Roosevelt presided over an Amer-
ica fully entering the industrial revolution.

Then the fourth time was during the New
Deal, the Second World War, and its imme-
diate aftermath with the dawn of the cold
war, when Franklin Roosevelt and Harry
Truman gave us our first comprehensive so-
cial safety net and an institutionalized com-
mitment to American leadership for peace
and freedom in the world.

Now, at the dawn of this global informa-
tion age, Al Gore and I have been working
to adapt all of the domestic and foreign poli-
cies of the United States to these sweeping
changes in science and technology, in social
diversity and pluralism, and in increasing
global interdependence.

History has taught Americans not to stand
passively in the face of change. What the Pro-
gressive Presidents understood so clearly,
from Teddy Roosevelt to Wilson to FDR and
Truman to Kennedy and Johnson, is the un-
derstanding that America either will shape
change or be shaped by it. As I’ve already
said, I believe the time in which we live bears
the most resemblance to the Progressive Era.
But there are also elements of those other
great hingepoints in American history in this
time, too.

You can see it in the fight we had with
the Republican Congress that led to the shut-

down of the Government. You can see it in
our efforts to build one America across all
the lines that divide us. You can see it in
our struggle to end genocide and ethnic
cleansing in the Balkans and to build binding
ties to Africa, Latin American and Asian na-
tions with whom we have not been closely
aligned in the past.

The central lesson of the Progressive is
that you either have to shape change con-
sistent with your values, or you will be shaped
by it in ways that make it more difficult for
you to live by your values. To retreat from
responsibility is to invite instability. To em-
brace the obligation of leadership has consist-
ently under Progressive times led to better
lives for all Americans.

Wilson and Roosevelt made an enemy of
outdated orthodoxy, replacing them with
what Teddy’s famous cousin Franklin Roo-
sevelt called ‘‘bold, persistent experimen-
tation.’’ As many of the scholars here have
argued, and doubtless will argue with greater
clarity than I can, the Progressive legacy is
not primarily a set of programs that no longer
have great relevance to us but a vital set of
principles: the idea that new conditions de-
mand a new approach to Government.

When Teddy Roosevelt became President,
few Americans looked to him, to his office,
or even to their Government to solve their
problems. At the end of the 19th century,
the White House was weak; the Congress was
at the mercy of special interests. Roosevelt’s
genius was to redefine the role of Govern-
ment and the role of the President, to protect
the public interest and to act as an account-
able agent of change. This is an ideal as old
as Madison, but Roosevelt and Wilson gave
it new meaning for a new era. What is its
meaning today?

When I ran for President in 1992, our
Government was discredited. In fact, you
could hardly run for President unless you had
something bad to say about the Government.
Indeed, part of the political genius of the as-
cendency of President Reagan and his associ-
ates was to attain power by discrediting the
very idea of Government. They basically
were able to say things like, ‘‘Government
couldn’t run a bake sale. The Government
would mess up a two-car parade.’’ And they
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found huge majorities of Americans sort of
nodding their heads.

Those in the Progressive tradition, I be-
lieve, have given them some ammunition by
clinging to old programs, bureaucracies, and
approaches that no longer worked. Then the
conservatives used the failures as an excuse
to do nothing on the domestic front. Some
of our leaders literally made a virtue of their
endless capacity to tell the American people
how bad the Government was. And then
when those who were reacting against the
Progressive tradition took power, they
seemed determined to prove it by digging
us a huge budgetary hole, quadrupling the
Nation’s debt in 12 years. So our economy
sank; our society became considerably more
divided; and predictably, public confidence
in our democratic Government collapsed.

That’s why, when I ran in 1992, I said that
it would be necessary to change our party,
change our national leadership, and change
our Nation. Al Gore and I believed that we
had to find a new way, something now popu-
larly called around the world, ‘‘a third way,’’
a way back to enduring values, a way beyond
a Government profoundly indifferent to peo-
ple’s problems, a way forward to meet the
challenges of today and tomorrow.

We committed to reinvent Government so
it could function as it does best in an informa-
tion society, as a catalyst, a partner to the
private sector in creating opportunity, jobs,
and hope and providing our citizens with the
tools they need to make the most of their
own lives. That, too, of course, is a principle
as old as our Republic, opportunity for all.

And whether we’re talking about the infor-
mation age, the industrial age, or the turn
from the 18th to the 19th century, economic
growth and opportunity have always gone
hand in hand. That’s why we set out to build
an economic strategy that would work for this
time, rooted in fiscal discipline, investment
in our people and our future, and expanding
our economic ties with the rest of the world.
Well, lucky for us, or I wouldn’t be here talk-
ing today, it’s worked out pretty well.

We’ve gone from record deficits to record
surpluses. Our economy has created 22 mil-
lion jobs. We’re in the midst of the longest
economic expansion in history. But in the
Progressive tradition, to use President

Kennedy’s words, the rising economy is lift-
ing all boats. The Census Bureau reports that
in the last year, typical household income
rose to the highest level ever recorded,
breaking $40,000 for the first time—up since
1993 by $6,300, after inflation. The poverty
rate has fallen to 11.8 percent, the lowest
in 20 years. Senior poverty is below 10 per-
cent for the first time ever. Child poverty
dropped by the largest amount since 1966.
Hispanic and African-American poverty are
the lowest since separate statistics have been
kept. Since 1993, 7 million Americans have
moved out of poverty, over 2 million last year
alone.

Now, a century ago, economic growth was
generated by large industrial organizations,
popularly called the trust then. Today, eco-
nomic growth is largely generated by big
ideas, which is why there are so many young
people like you making a fortune in dot-com
companies.

The antitrust provisions and worker provi-
sions that were developed in the Progressive
Era to make the economy work and to give
more people a chance to share in it still mat-
ters today. And they have been built on,
modified, and changed, but they still matter
today. But today we need even more focus
on boosting ideas and innovation, creating
the conditions for prosperity, and again, giv-
ing everybody the tools they need to succeed
in a very different and, in some ways, much
less organized world.

You can see our efforts there, just for ex-
ample in the Telecommunications Act of
1996, where the Vice President and I fought
for the E-rate so that the poorest schools and
hospitals and libraries could all afford to be
hooked into the Internet, and where we
fought for a framework that favored competi-
tion from new companies, over giving all the
business of the new information economy to
existing big enterprises. Again, it’s worked
reasonably well. There are hundreds of thou-
sands of new jobs, thousands of new compa-
nies out there, and it’s an example of how
we tried to change the laws and the frame-
work to meet what was best for opportunity
for the largest number of Americans, and to
give all of our people, especially our young
people, the tools they need to take advantage
of the age in which we live.
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So, in that sense, the nature of oppor-
tunity, a constant value, is changing. At the
time our Nation was founded, opportunity
most of all meant the freedom to carve a farm
and an existence out of the forest frontier.
In the industrial age, the Progressives saw
that it meant something different. It meant
a high school education, a vocational training,
preserving competition, protecting American
workers from abuses, and keeping children
out of the workplace when appropriate.

Today it means mastering new tools and
technologies, being able to think broadly, ad-
just quickly, and being able to keep learning
for a lifetime. This morning, for example, at
the White House, I met with House and Sen-
ate Democrats to push the Congress again
to adopt our educational proposals, because
I think they are more than ever before at
the core of the concept of opportunity and
at the core of our ability to keep changing
and building an ever more progressive soci-
ety.

Even though we balanced the budget
these last 8 years and run a surplus and we’ve
eliminated hundreds of programs, we’ve also
doubled investment in education and train-
ing. More than 10 million Americans this
year will take advantage of the HOPE schol-
arship and lifelong-learning tax credit. We re-
organized the student loan program to save
students $8 billion in student loan repay-
ments since 1993. We raised the minimum
wage, an old tool that I think is still very im-
portant in new times, and I hope we can raise
it again before the Congress goes home.

But we took a new tool, the earned-income
tax credit, and doubled it so that it’s helping
this year alone 15 million families to work
their way into the middle class. We adopted
an empowerment zone program that the Vice
President ran so ably, which has enabled
thousands of jobs to be created in commu-
nities that otherwise would have been totally
left behind in this economic recovery be-
cause they were remote or poor, because
they didn’t have people with a lot of skills
that were well-suited to the trends of the
times.

We created community development fi-
nancial institutions to get capital to people
who couldn’t go into a normal bank and
produce a record that would generate a loan.

We also did as much as we could to try to
help people move from welfare to work and
to take maximum advantage of the new econ-
omy by investing in education, child care,
and transportation, recognizing that we live
in a place where very often the pool of avail-
able workers is here, usually in a city, and
the pool of available jobs at their skill level
is here, usually in the suburbs, usually with
no public transport in between.

To try to help people balance work and
family, the United States began to join what
most other industrial nations have been
doing for years, by adopting the family and
medical leave law, which now over 20 million
Americans have used to take some time off
when a baby is born or when a family mem-
ber is sick without losing their job.

And I just predict to you, all of you young
people out here, this will be one of the big
debates over the next decade, because we’re
the best country in the world at keeping the
hassles of starting a business down, providing
capital to start businesses, providing an envi-
ronment in which people can flourish, but
we lag way behind a lot of other nations in
the Progressive tradition in simply saying that
the most important work of any society is
raising children and that work will be more
productive if people who are working who
have kids don’t have to worry about the wel-
fare of their children.

That’s why we have to do more for child
care. That’s why we should expand family
leave. That’s why we should work more on
flexible leave. When I became President,
only 3 million people were making a living
primarily in their own home. When I ran for
reelection, 20 million people were making a
living primarily in their own home. By the
time you vote in November for the first Presi-
dent of the 21st century, we may be up to
30 million people. I don’t have the latest fig-
ures, but it’s stunning.

Part of the reason is technology makes it
possible; the Internet makes it possible. But
part of the reason is we haven’t done as much
as we should have to help people succeed
at society’s enduring work, raising children,
and all the new work we’re doing and the
fact that more people than ever want to work
or have to work and ought to be able to do
so.
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I am very glad that more and more Ameri-
cans are sharing in our prosperity. But the
other thing I want to say is that still a lot
of folks have been left behind. Most of them
live in inner cities or small rural towns or
on or around Native American reservations.
And one of the big challenges now to sort
of perfect this Progressive movement is to
figure out how to bring those people into the
circle of opportunity.

I hope very much that, before I leave of-
fice, the Congress will pass the new markets
initiative that I worked on with the Speaker
of the House in a bipartisan fashion. I won’t
go through all the details, but essentially what
it says is we ought to give wealthy Americans
with money the same incentives to invest in
poor areas in America we provide to invest
in poor areas around the world, because we
believe that we can do this. And we ought
to put the infrastructure there.

For those of you who have never been on
an American Indian reservation, let me tell
you, just for example, at the Pine Ridge Res-
ervation in South Dakota, one of the most
historic parts of American history, the home
of the Lakota Sioux, who were the tribe led
by an Indian chief named Crazy Horse that
dispatched General Custer in the late 19th
century—the unemployment rate is 73 per-
cent.

I was at Shiprock in northern New Mexico,
one of the most beautiful places in our coun-
try, the other day at the Navaho Reservation,
where the unemployment rate is over 50 per-
cent; 70 percent of the people don’t have
homes—telephones in their homes. I was in-
troduced by a young woman who won a con-
test, an academic contest at her school, the
prize was a computer, and she couldn’t log
onto the Internet because there was not a
phone line in her home. In our country, at
our level of wealth, that is unconscionable.
And this cannot rightly be called a full Pro-
gressive Era until we have addressed these
challenges.

We still have to be constantly, restlessly
searching for ways to expand the circle of
opportunity. This, too, is a principle rooted
firmly in the Progressive Era but also in our
Nation’s founding. Remember what the
Framers said: They were committed to form-
ing ‘‘a more perfect Union.’’ They never said

the Union would be perfect, that we would
ever reach complete harmony in our living
with our ideals, but that we had a constant,
endless lifetime obligation to perfect the
Union.

And if I could leave any of you with a
thought that I hope you will have in your
mind as you, as citizens, go to the polls, and
then as you, as citizens, build your own lives,
it is that we get a chance like we’ve got today
maybe once every 50 years, maybe even
more seldom, where we have both pros-
perity, social progress, coupled with national
self-confidence and the absence of serious
crisis at home or threat abroad, to really
imagine the future we would like to build
and then go about building it. And in my
view, one of the most important things we
have achieved is not any of these specific
things people always talk about but just giv-
ing you the chance to build the future of your
dreams. And I hope that decision will be
made consistent with the values, the vision,
and the record of the Progressive Era in
America.

Theodore Roosevelt said, ‘‘The people
have emphatically expressed their desire that
our principles be kept substantially un-
changed, although, of course, applied in a
Progressive spirit to meet changing condi-
tions.’’ That’s what you have to do.

I just want to make one other point that
I think is of equal importance. I believe that
in order to preserve a new Progressive Era,
we must go much further than we have in
our own national consciousness in under-
standing that our continued prosperity, as
well as our security, requires us to continue
to be involved in the world, to lead in the
world, and to cooperate in the world.

Almost a century ago, Woodrow Wilson
described the vision of collective peace-
keeping, global security, the rights of nations
against the backdrop of the looming threat,
and then the fact, of a brutal modern, all-
consuming war, a war that is difficult for
young people to imagine. In one European
battle in World War I, 900,000 people were
lost, because they had modern technology
and they were stuck in old patterns of fight-
ing—digging trenches and shooting each
other and moving up, line after line after line,
that might have worked fine if they’d had
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bows and arrows or even Civil War era rifles
and cannons but was an absolute disaster
when modern technology was married to old
ideas—both geopolitical ideas, which led to
the war, and the ideas of military strategy
with which it was carried out. You should
remember that today and try to make sure
that the ideas you have are equal to the tech-
nology and the realities of modern life.

When Woodrow Wilson painted this ideal-
istic vision few of his fellow countrymen and
women listened. A lot of people thought he
was an idealist who’d passed his prime. And
after he was no longer on the scene and the
reaction prevailed, as it always does after pe-
riods of progressivism, Professor Schlesinger
has told us in his writings on the cycles of
history, we had to learn in a very hard way
that America could not safely or responsibly
withdraw from the world.

Now we’ve had two cold wars and a long
and bitter—two World Wars—excuse me—
and a long and bitter cold war. We live in
a time when new democracies are emerging
around the world. When you walk out of
here, if you turn on CNN, you’ll see the
emergence—I hope—in Serbia, with a lot of
young people like you fighting for the future
you take for granted. More people live under
free governments of their own choosing
today than ever before. For the first time in
history, more than half of the people on this
planet live under governments of their own
choosing, throwing off the yoke of oppres-
sion. Many of them, but not all, are also en-
joying newfound prosperity.

We are closer than ever to redeeming the
vision of Woodrow Wilson, of reaching his
dream of a world full of free markets, free
elections, and free peoples working together.
But we’re still not there. And there are a
lot of obstacles in the way, not least of which
is the continuing bedrock of reluctance in
our own society to pay our fair share and
do our fair part, on the part of some conserv-
atives, and on the part of some progressives
who embrace the change that is the global
economy and shape it, instead of denying it
and pretending that as if we were Luddites
that we can make it go away.

And you have to think about that. What
does it mean to you what Wilson said and
what Roosevelt said. They understood at the

start of what has been called the American
Century, Franklin Roosevelt and Harry
Truman understood when they created the
U.N. and NATO and the Breton Woods insti-
tutions, that the United States simply cannot
be partly in the world, dipping in when it
suits our purpose, hunkering down when it
doesn’t—that we can’t relate to our friends
in fits and starts; we can’t lead just when it
suits us and then tell people we’re too busy
when it doesn’t.

We have not made that decision yet. You
can see it in the ambivalence the Congress
has felt when they supported me on NAFTA
and the World Trade Organization and
bringing China into the WTO and when they
wouldn’t go along with giving me the same
trade authority that Presidents have had for
nearly 30 years now, to negotiate comprehen-
sive trade agreements with other countries,
and have them voted up or down. You can
see it in the fact that a strong conservative
bloc in the Senate and in the House have
actually spent 8 years demanding—8 years—
the most prosperous years in our country’s
history, saying that the most important thing
to do at the U.N. is to lower America’s share
of peacekeeping and lower our percentage
of the total dues of the United Nations. You
can see it in the breathtaking, and I think
horribly shortsighted defeat in the U.S. Sen-
ate of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty,
the first major treaty to be defeated since
the Senate defeated Woodrow Wilson with
the League of Nations Treaty. I must say,
for my country’s sake, I certainly hope it
doesn’t have a life-risk consequence, and I
don’t think it will, if the American people
decide that these matters are important.

We live in a time when people have lots
of opinions on lots of things. They’re abso-
lutely flooded with information. So if you
took a survey in America and you said,
‘‘Should America pay its fair share to the
U.N.; should America responsibly participate
in peacekeeping, because other people share
the load; should we have the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty and have a cooperative ap-
proach to reducing the nuclear threats and
other threats of weapons of mass destruction
in the future?’’ you’d get big majorities that
would say yes. But most Americans don’t un-
derstand how important this is and what a
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significant piece it is of building a new era
of progress. So it doesn’t tend to be a voting
issue.

And whenever important new things are
not voting issues in a free society, then en-
trenched, old interests tend to prevail, and
we get in trouble. So I ask you all to think
about that. The challenges of this new cen-
tury are far more diverse than our prede-
cessors could have foreseen. But all the good
things that we have don’t make all the bad
problems go away.

Information technology will not resolve all
conflicts between nations. Indeed, it creates
some new challenges. It enables, for exam-
ple, networks of terrorists, narcotraffickers,
international criminals to communicate with
each other with greater speed, clarity, and
often with less chance of being caught.

New technology allows people to imagine
weapons of mass destruction that are made
smaller, just like computers, encased in small
plastic containers that don’t show up on air-
port metal detectors, that present new
threats in the ongoing historical battle be-
tween the organized forces of destruction
and the organized, and sometimes not so
well-organized, forces of civilization.

So, for all the good things that are hap-
pening, we can’t make all the problems go
away. Therefore, the expansion of global
commerce, the growth of democracy, the rise
of other centers of economic activity does not
diminish our responsibility to lead. It height-
ens it, and it requires that we do so in a more
cooperative fashion.

As American interests evolve, I believe we
can stay rooted to the principles of Woodrow
Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt. I think we
stay true to those principles when we change.
For example, I think we’re being true to the
principles of the Progressive Era when we
provide debt relief to the world’s poorest
countries. It’s unconscionable that these
countries are making interest payments that
are often half or more of their annual Gov-
ernment budget, instead of spending the
money on education and health care and the
development of their nation. And they can’t
pay the money back to us anyway. Why are
we doing this? It doesn’t make any sense.

So we have a new idea. Don’t just give
uncritical debt relief. Give debt relief to

countries that can demonstrate they’re not
putting the money in Swiss bank accounts
or building military or other instruments of
oppression, but only putting the money into
education, health care, and responsible de-
velopment. That is, in my judgment, a critical
component of progressivism in a global age,
just as I think it’s important to fight maladies
like AIDS, TB, and malaria. Those three
things claim one fourth of the lives that are
lost in the world every year today. One quar-
ter of all the people who will die in the year
2000 will die of AIDS, TB, or malaria. And
we have it within our power to do something
about it and also to lead the world toward
the development of an AIDS vaccine and to
make the drugs more widely available and
to do more about TB and malaria. We ought
to do that.

In an interdependent world, we’ll be bet-
ter off if people who are plagued have their
plagues alleviated. We ought to do more, in
my judgment, to support poor villagers in re-
mote countries by giving them loans so they
can start businesses and build a self-sus-
taining life, to reinforce democracy, and to
build from the grassroots up, countries that
can be good partners with us in the future.
We ought to do more to insist that a more
open economy also be a more fair one or,
in the common parlance, to put a human face
on the global economy.

We also stay true to the vision of Wilson
and Roosevelt when we do our part to keep
the peace and to support brave people strug-
gling for the quiet miracle of a normal life,
whether they’re in the Middle East, North-
ern Ireland, in a small place like East Timor,
a long way from here, in a poor country like
Haiti or a country plagued by narcotraffickers
and civil war like Colombia, and especially
in the Balkans, where the First World War
began. There especially, the fight for free-
dom should still be our own.

Freedom has made steady advances in
Bosnia and Croatia and Romania and Bul-
garia and, today, as I said earlier, in Serbia,
where a decade ago the forces of destruction
began their march across the Balkans. Now
the march of freedom is gaining new ground.
Yesterday, the Serbian police went into the
coal mines and refused to fire on the coal
miners. Today, in the Parliament building,
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there are, as I said, thousands of young peo-
ple, like you, and not so young people, like
me, standing up there, saying they want their
country back. They want to be free. They
voted, and they want their vote respected.

The people of Serbia have spoken with
their ballot; they have spoken on the street.
I hope the hour is near when their voices
will be heard and we can welcome them to
democracy, to Europe, to the world’s com-
munities. When they do, we will move as
quickly as possible to lift the sanctions and
build the kind of responsible partnership that
the people there deserve.

We have made the world, I believe, more
safe against force and selfish aggression. But
we know, like Roosevelt and Wilson before
us, that no peace is lasting unless it is backed
by the consistent, dedicated leadership of na-
tions that have the wealth, size, and power
to do the right thing. Here in America and
in more and more nations around the world,
Progressive parties are in power. Every now
and then, we all get together and have dinner
and try to help each other. And we try to
figure out how to keep this going, how to
keep up the fight for reform, for justice, for
opportunity for all, for freedom.

I believe that the continuation of this leg-
acy in our time depends as much as anything
else on whether we actually believe in our
common humanity and the primary impor-
tance of acting on our increasing inter-
dependence.

There’s a fascinating book that’s been pub-
lished sometime in the last year, I think, by
Robert Wright, called ‘‘Non Zero.’’ Some of
you have perhaps read it. The title refers to
game theory. A zero-sum game is one that
in order for me to win, you have to lose. A
game like the Presidential election. A non-
zero-sum game is one where in order for me
to win, you have to win, too. And Wright
attempts to make a historical argument
through all the tragedies, travesties, brutal-
ities of human history, including the gross
abuses of science and medicine under the
Nazis and the gross abuses of organization
under totalitarian regimes of the 20th cen-
tury—attempts to prove Martin Luther
King’s moral assertion that the arc of history
is long, but it bends towards justice, by argu-
ing that, we are consistently growing more

interdependent; and that the more inter-
dependent we become, the more we are
forced to look for solutions in which in order
for me to win, you have to win, too—non-
zero-sum solutions.

The whole idea of the Progressive Era was
that everybody should be treated with dig-
nity; everybody deserves certain minimal
things in life; that the power of government
should be arrayed against private power, so
that individual people who are equal under
the law, all had at least a fair chance at life.
In this era, I often say, in my sort of Arkansas
way, that everybody counts; everybody ought
to have a chance; and we all do better when
we work together. That’s what I believe.

That, I think, is an enduring truth of the
American dream, going back to the Found-
ers, going back to all the voluntary societies
that de Toqueville chronicled so eloquently,
almost 200 years ago. In this time, we can
have a Progressive Era that outlasts the one
you came here to study, if we are faithful
to its values, if we understand we have to
change even more rapidly and perhaps even
more profoundly than they did, and if we
acknowledge that a precondition of true
independence, in the old-fashioned Amer-
ican way in this very new age, is having some
humility and compassion and understanding
of our interdependence, which is founded on
an acknowledgement, an acceptance, a cele-
bration of our common humanity.

That, after all, is what led to the Declara-
tion of Independence and the Constitution.
It’s what led Abraham Lincoln to lay down
his life to hold the country together. And it’s
what gave us the Progressive Era, the sense
that we all matter, that we were all con-
nected, and that we were all entitled, each
in our own way, to have a chance to play
a part in the endless effort to create ‘‘a more
perfect Union.’’

The Progressives have been important to
America. They have redefined the idea of a
nation in ways that were sorely needed. But
you are in the middle of what could be the
longest and most significant Progressive Era
in American history. I ask you to study the
one that happened before but to fully live
the one that is unfolding before your eyes.

Thank you very much.
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NOTE: The President spoke at 3:23 p.m. in
Richardson Auditorium at Princeton University.
In his remarks, he referred to Harold Shapiro,
president, Princeton University; Michael
Rothschild, dean, and Ruth Miller, assistant dean,
Woodrow Wilson School; Sean Wilentz, director,
Program in American Studies, and Katharine
Strong Gilbert, president, American Whig-
Cliosophic Society, who presented the President
with the James Madison Award for Distinguished
Public Service; and historian Arthur Schlesinger.
The conference was entitled ‘‘The Progressive
Tradition: Politics, Culture, and History.’’

Statement Urging Action On
Tobacco

October 5, 2000

Today the Campaign for Tobacco-Free
Kids, the American Cancer Society, the
American Heart Association, and the Amer-
ican Lung Association issued a report show-
ing that while some States have devoted a
substantial portion of their tobacco settle-
ment to reduce youth smoking, most have
committed only modest or minimal funds.
Tobacco companies are spending 10 times
more to market their product than all 50
States combined are spending on tobacco
prevention and cessation. I encourage all
States to commit a significant part of their
settlement to address the harm that tobacco
companies have caused through decades of
deceptive marketing, especially to youth.

With a clear ruling last week by a U.S.
District Court allowing the case to proceed
to trial, the Attorney General today re-
affirmed her intention to hold tobacco com-
panies accountable for their actions. Tobacco
companies have saddled generations of
Americans with unnecessary health costs and
premature death by fraudulently marketing
their products to youth and deceiving the
American public about the dangers of to-
bacco use. More than 400,000 Americans die
each year from smoking-related diseases, and
80 percent of them started smoking as chil-
dren. Today I renew my call to Congress to
reject special protections for big tobacco and
provide the funds necessary to allow this case
to be decided in the courtroom, not the back
room. Together with our partners in the
States, we can and must make the health of

our children a priority. The American people
deserve their day in court.

Statement on Hate Crimes
Legislation
October 5, 2000

Today the Republican leadership made a
serious mistake by stripping the hate crimes
legislation from the Department of Defense
Authorization bill, despite strong bipartisan
support in both the House and Senate. The
Republican leaders have turned their backs
on legislation designed to send the message
that all persons should be treated the same
under the law—no matter what their race,
color, religion, sex, national origin, sexual ori-
entation, or disability.

This legislation would enhance the Federal
Government’s ability to prosecute violent
crimes motivated by race, color, religion, or
national origin and would authorize Federal
prosecution of crimes motivated by sexual
orientation, gender, or disability. This legisla-
tion also recognizes that State and local law
enforcement still have primary responsibility
for investigating and prosecuting hate crimes.

It has been over 2 years since the brutal
dragging death of James Byrd, Jr., and about
2 years since the heinous death of young
Matthew Shepard. We owe their families—
and all the families of hate crimes victims
across this country—no less than to pass this
legislation this year. Working with the bipar-
tisan coalition that supports hate crimes leg-
islation, I will continue to fight the Repub-
lican leadership in Congress to make sure
this important work gets done this year.

Proclamation 7352—German-
American Day, 2000
October 5, 2000

By the President of the United States
of America

A Proclamation
As we celebrate German-American Day

and the many contributions that German
Americans have made to our national com-
munity, we also mark the 10th anniversary


